On the basis of Article 10.1 of the Sydney Code (Voss et al., 1983) problems have arisen anew in reference to the red algal genera Goniotrichum Kiitzing (1 843) and Erythrotrichia Areschoug (1 850), even though the nomenclatural delineation of these two genera has already generated much discussion in the past (Agardh, 1883; Drew, 1956; Drew and Ross, 1965) . The essence of the problem is that it is unavoidable to regard these two genera as nomenclatural synonyms in that both are based on the name Conferva ceramicola Lyngbye (1 8 19) .
It is useful to reiterate the fact that the algae traditionally asslgned to these two genera are clearly distinguishable. In fact, current schemes of classification universally place the genera in different orders of the Bangiophycidae (or Bangiophyceae) of the Rhodophyta. As Drew (1956) clearly pointed out, members of both genera are usually small epiphytes, with uniseriate or multiseriate organizations, occumng on larger seaweeds or seagrasses. The cells in both genera contain a single stellate chromatophore. Many differences can be elucidated. Thalli in Goniotrichum are composed of simple or pseudodichotomously branched pseudofilaments, which are attached to the substratum by an unmodified basal cell. The cells are embedded in a mucilaginous sheath, and reproduction takes place by the transformation of an entire vegetative cell into a monosporangium (Kornmann and Sahling, 1977) . The monospore is released by either moving through the surrounding sheath or by the dissolution of the sheath. Thalli of Erythrotrichia are composed of filaments in which the cells have firmer walls than in Goniotrichum. The thalli may be uniseriate, multiseriate, or slightly foliose expanses, and attachment is more elaborate than in Goniotr~chum, namely, by rhizoidal outgrowths from one or more basal cells or by a pseudoparenchymatous basal disc. Reproduction in Erythrotrichia occurs by the oblique divison of a vegetative cell, resulting in one of the products of division being cut off as the monosporangium and its contents being released as a monospore (Kornmann and Sahling, 1977) . Goniotrichum is usually placed in the Goniotrichales or the Porphyridiales s.1. of Feldmann (1955) (Ardrt., 1970; John et al., 1979; Garbary et al., 1980a) , whereas Erythrotrichia is usually placed in the Bangiales (Dixon, 1982) or the Compsopogonales (Bold and Wynne, 1985) , which includes the Erythropeltidales of Garbary et al. (1980a) , the latter now being considered a synonym of Skuja's (1939) Compsopogonales.
The salient events in the relationship of the generic names Goniotrichum and Erythrotrichla follow. 1)Goniotrichum was described by Kutzing (1 843) and based on Conferva ceramicola Lyngbye (1 8 Drew (1956) presented the next in-depth analysis of the nomenclatural problems concerning Goniotrichum and Erythrotrichia. She was able to confirm that the Lyngbye type specimen of Conferva ceramicola is the same taxon as that called Erythrotrichia ceramzcola (Lyngb.) Aresch., i.e., E. carnea (Dillw.) J. Ag. Basing her conclusions on the citation method of typification, Drew also stated that Goniotrichum of Kutzing and Erythrotrichia of Areschoug must be regarded as nomenclatural synonyms, and according to the Code the older name should be the legitimate one. Prior to Drew's publication, however, Erythrotrichia had been approved (Paris, 1954) as a Nomen Genericum Conservandum, having been conserved against the taxonomic synonym Porphyrostromium Trevisan (1 848) (Silva, 1952) . [Note: Garbary et al. (1980a) are incorrect in indicating that Porphyrostromium is a synonym ofBangza.1Drew (1 956) correctly noted that Erythrotrichia would be automatically conserved also against Goniotrichurn because the two generic names are nomenclatural synonyms (Art. 14.4). 6) Ross (in Drew and Ross, 1965 ) presented a detailed account of the difficulties in the delineation of these genera, and he seemed to have resolved the dilemma by typifying Goniotrichum on the basis of Kutzing specimen: "This material is the type of Kiitzing's genus." Thus, Ross was able to recognize both Erythrotrichia as correct as a result of conservation and also Goniotrichum Kutz. as correct for the genus so called by J. Agardh (1883) and most subsequent phycologists. Ross' interpretation, however, is no longer tenable in light of Article 10.2 of the Sydney Code. The type of Goniotrichurn is the type of the name Conferva ceramicola Lyngbye, not the specimen Kutzing actually had "in hand" when he described the genus.
7) The present treatment, in accordance with the Sydney Code, is in agreement with Drew's (1956) interpretation. The one issue is in regard to selecting the genus to accommodate these taxa that had formerly been placed in Goniotr~chum: Diconia Harvey (1849) Therefore, the taxa that are currently being placed in Goniotrichum are re-assigned to Stylonema. The type of the generic name is S. cornu-cervi Reinsch (1 875) . Since Bangia elegans and Goniotrichurn alsidii are accepted to be taxonomic synonyms (Howe, 19 14; Feldmann, 1942; Drew, 1956; Dixon and Irvine in Parke and Dixon, 1976; Garbary et al., 1980b) , S. alsidii (Zanard.) Drew is treated as a second species. A third species is transferred to the genus: Stylonema subcoeruleum (Dangeard) Wynne, comb. nov. Basionym: Goniotrichum subcoeruleum Dangeard, Botaniste 51, p. 8, pl. VI, figs. 7 & 8 (1968) .
--
A fourth species, Goniotrichum humphreyi Collins (1901) , is sometimes accepted in the genus (e.g., Tanaka, 1952) , but it was transferred to Bangiopsis Schmitz (1896) by Hamel (1929) . Bangiopsis humphreyi has been regarded as a later taxonomic synonym of Bangiopsis dumontioides (Crouan in Maze & Schramm) Krishnamurthy by Krishnamurthy (1957) .
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